Dear Paul, 5/25/82 

Tlianks vcrynuch for the commentary on the Ramsey panel report and the pages of 
the drafto We've been n way part of the day (it came today) and wo will be going 
out again soon, so I hasten with this on the chance that I can ge : it in tobighb’s 
mail anu that a few comments may be of interest to yen and ^arv, to whom a copy. 

In the pages you s nt there are flaws in logic, reasoning 

and conjee curing. It is clear, despite contrary pretense , as I'd assured in any 
event, that the panel set out to demolish the possibility of anyother shot and thus 
new evidence of a conspiracy. 

It also is apparent, as I feared all along, that any examination of specialized 
evidence out of the context of dertain fact about the assassination would facilitate 
what happened. 


If anyone is going to make a. case against this report and its conclusion that 
you quote, police just don't destroy evidence, well, in this case, the FBI did and 
it covered up other destruction of evidence .all related to the shots. It c laims to 
have destroyed the spectrographic plate of its curbstone examination and, what it 
withhold from the Marren Comrdsyion, it knew, before digging the curbstone up, that 
it had boon patched, huch other evidence- pertains to this, but I believe I* e given 
yo . the synopsis page by Gemberling th&t was withheld from the Commission, lari 
has it because it is an exhibit to the long affidavit I gave him. This is to say that 
the FBI not only knew that the evidence hold by the curbstone had been destroyed, it 
went along- with that phoneying of evidence by testing the place it knew was a patch 
and presenting ita testing as the results of testing the original but covered over 
evidence. It also knew t at the place Aldredge informed it was the impact of a shot 
was altered by an attempt to fill it in. 

I've no reviewed what - once knew about the talk recorded and transcribed, 

I've not ket close to what is current and I’ve not reviewed recent information, like 
Gary's articles, so wha cones to mind may not be as pertinent as I may think. 

The panel’s comments on the condition of the distabelts cannot be anade urate 
description of the originals because, as FBI reports I* e gotten quote Bowles as 
stating, the FBI "played” with them, placing parts over and over again. I assume tint 
the needle wear is the s me for r«-.ortiing and playing back. 

duplicate belts ware made in the police radio room, with half of the two-part 
machine, tho other bald being used to record, current police traffic. 

Has anyone checked the time it would have taken to get from where the pilot 
car was at the time of the shots and the point prior to entering St/emmons it 
could have been, if it is the source, of the "Do you want . . . Stxaamous" quote 
(page It does not appear to me that a full minute should have been required. 


Was 


net until 3/64 that- the first copies were made of the distabelts and discs? 


If earlier, in addition to the field office and FBIHQ records that i have, I had 
printouts made of the police records included in the TCI records that were sent to 
Washington. Bud also has a set of these printouts. I do not assume that either would 

a/iclude a record of earlier copying, but if anyone wants to check, those are possibilitie 
do means here ox similar check re Secret Service copies. They’d have wanted the originals 
There is no basis fox’ the assumption that either the sirens or the bell sounds 
have to have been recorded by the ilclain mike. Anyone else trying to use his radio 
could have broadcast them end th., receiver and recorder would not have been able to 
diocrint .ate and exclude either. 


mi 


I don’t want a copy of any buv the fit 
at profit from explains t ion of an anriy 


lal version, of the panel report but 
with the final version/. 



i; ' ;st f iCQS . the Peel’s study was admittedly based on what it refers to 
as Bowles tape. *r.is is nor original and may not be a first copy. 

anv “ thut J; t wil1 ba Possible to attract any major attention to 

ar^ criticism ox .his report putside of Congress and .have no reason to be honeful 
aoout any Congressional interest, although I*ve he rd reports that Stoi :ea tiy 
to do. something# But he and Blakey arc hoist on their cun pdtard. Vihat the 

uo i5e interesting but again, I do not expect any major attention, 

^ l,bey 0,0 anything, absent the hi: id of consent tliat scholars rarely aai-o **he 
sensational. xw.xy uhe 

x*d life to be kept informed about what people nay loam, believe or sav 
uut not particularly what the press Q-ight consent (a distinguished from a.^' 
interesting reporting). 
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file good 


job you did in. such haste. 


est wishes. 



